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State of Michigan 
State Court Administrative Office 

 
Drug Court Case Management Information System 

(DCCMIS) 
 

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL 
 
 SECTION A 

General Information 
 
 
PURPOSE 
 
This request for proposal (RFP) is to obtain proposals from vendors that will provide the 
Michigan State Court Administrative Office (SCAO) with a single application software program, 
herein referred to as a Drug Court Case Management Information System (DCCMIS) to support 
drug court case processing and evaluation in the state of Michigan. 
 
BACKGROUND 
 
A drug court in Michigan is defined as a court-supervised treatment program for individuals who 
abused or were dependant upon any controlled substance or alcohol. Drug treatment courts may be 
established by any district1 or circuit2 court, and are characterized by collaboration between the 
court, local prosecution, defense attorneys, and treatment providers.  Michigan drug courts are 
encouraged to follow the ten key components promulgated by the National Association of Drug 
Court Professionals.  The following categories of drug courts are currently operational in the state:  
 

Adult Drug Treatment Court is the oldest drug court model and the one that is most 
frequently implemented.  It is characterized by a specially designed court docket focusing on 
non-violent drug related felony and misdemeanor cases.  An adult drug court may be 
established in either the district or circuit court.  
 
Juvenile Drug Treatment Court is a docket within the family division of circuit court to 
which selected juvenile delinquency cases, and in some instances status offenders, are 
referred for handling by a designated judge.  The youth referred to this docket are identified 
as dependant on alcohol and/or other drugs.   
 

                                                 
1 The district court is a trial court of limited jurisdiction with jurisdiction over misdemeanor offenses with a maximum penalty of 
one year in jail.  
2 The circuit court is a trial court of general jurisdiction with jurisdiction over felony offenses and family cases including juvenile 
delinquency, neglect and abuse.  
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Sobriety or Driving Under the Influence (DUI) Court is a docket dedicated to changing the 
behavior of the alcohol/drug dependant offender arrested for drunk driving.    
 
Family Drug Treatment Court dockets consist of selected child abuse, neglect, and 
dependency cases where parental substance abuse is a primary factor.   Judges, attorneys, 
child protection services, and treatment personnel unite with the goal of providing safe, 
nurturing, and permanent placement for children, while simultaneously providing parents the 
necessary support and services to become drug and alcohol free.   

 
A Tribal Healing to Wellness Court is a component of the tribal justice system that 
incorporates and adapts the wellness court concept to meet the specific substance abuse 
needs of each tribal community. 
 

All of these courts share a common model of court intervention characterized by close oversight of 
each case through regular status hearings with the parties involved.  The judge both leads and works 
as a member of a team that is comprised of representatives from treatment, social and mental health 
services, school and vocational training programs, law enforcement, probation, prosecution, and 
criminal defense. 
 
The following chart illustrates the types of drug courts that are either currently operational or in the 
planning stages in Michigan:   
 
 

 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Each drug court is authorized to determine an individual’s eligibility for admission subject to certain 
restrictions.  The drug court will request an individual to complete a pre-admission screening and 
evaluation assessment, waive certain procedural rights, and enter a guilty plea or admission of 
responsibility prior to entering the program if the admission is based on a criminal charge. Under 
certain circumstances, criminal offenders may be eligible for discharge and dismissal of proceedings 
upon successful completion.  A drug court is required to provide the participant with: 
 

 Consistent, continual, and close monitoring, and interaction between the court, treatment 
providers, probation, and the participant.  

 Mandatory periodic and random testing for the presence of any controlled substance or 
alcohol use. 

TABLE I 
Michigan Drug Courts as of August 1, 2004 

Court Type  Planning Operational 
Adult  10 22 

Juvenile  5 9 
DUI 4 6 

Family 2 3 
Tribal 2 2 
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 Periodic evaluation assessments of the participant’s circumstances and progress in the 
program. 

 A regimen or strategy of appropriate and graduated but immediate rewards for compliance 
and sanctions for non compliance. 

 Substance abuse treatment services, relapse prevention services education, and vocational 
opportunities as appropriate and practicable. 

 
Recent legislation pertaining to drug courts3 requires courts to cooperate with SCAO in collecting 
and providing data which is based on a standard data set developed by SCAO. Although several 
courts have drug court evaluators in place to study the effectiveness of these various efforts, the 
resulting data are rarely more than aggregate descriptive statistics that fail to adequately measure 
program effectiveness.  Effective January 1, 2005, more stringent requirements for evaluation will be 
in effect.  Drug courts will be required to maintain files or databases on each individual applicant or 
referral that was denied or refused admission to a program and related information as required by 
SCAO.  Courts are further responsible for collecting, to the extent practicable, follow-up information 
on participants for key outcome indicators and provide this information to SCAO.   
 
Historically, drug courts have acquired or developed drug court case management systems to meet 
local needs using a combination of local and state funding.  Both public domain and vendor systems 
have been implemented.  In August 2003, SCAO contracted with the National Center for State 
Courts (NCSC) for assistance through the Bureau of Justice Assistance (BJA)-funded Drug Court 
Technical Assistance Project to develop a strategy for more effective utilization of drug court 
automation resources to meet both state and local needs.  In December 2003, on-site technical 
assistance was provided to conduct the following tasks: 
 

• Determine and document the reporting criteria viewed to be valuable to SCAO in 
measuring the success of drug court programs. 

• Review the reporting capabilities of available drug court case management systems 
(DCCMS) in providing aggregate case load data. 

• Document how each of the current DCCMS meets, exceeds, or is deficient in its 
reporting capabilities for those measurements deemed to be valuable to SCAO. 

• Address issues of compatibility with existing criminal case management systems. 
 
The final report leads to the conclusion that the development of a single application to support drug 
court case management under the sponsorship of SCAO was the best option.  The anticipated 
benefits of this strategy are: 
 

1. Improve the ability to effectively track offenders across jurisdictions. 
2. Increase the quality and quantity of data for evaluation purposes to meet statutory 

requirements for performance evaluation.   
3. Reduce system acquisition and maintenance costs through central system hosting and 

maintenance. 

                                                 
3 2004 Public Acts 219-221, 224-226, effective January 1, 2005. 
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4. Reduce redundant data entry between case management and drug court systems 
through eventual integration with court case management systems.  

 
Most importantly, however, there is currently no effective way at the state level to measure whether 
drug courts are successful, e.g., have they met measurable public policy goals?  These objectives 
include such items as: 
 

1. Reducing recidivism 
2. Reducing substance abuse 
3. Restoring family involvement 
4. Increasing the number of family reunifications 
5. Reducing prison and jail commitments  

 
Generally, the new information system must be able to satisfy several functional objectives that are 
identified in more detail later in this RFP.  This includes tracking an individual through the initial 
court adjudication, petition for and acceptance into the drug court program, monitoring an individual 
throughout drug court until graduation, and post graduation tracking.  System design should 
facilitate data and information sharing with court case management systems at a later phase of this 
overall project.   
 
FUNCTIONAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
Prior to the preparation of this RFP, SCAO conducted regional focus groups with drug court 
representatives, including judges, administrative staff, treatment providers, and evaluators.  The 
focus groups were convened to begin the process of developing consensus on system functionality 
and data requirements.  The focus groups were also an opportunity for SCAO to communicate 
project goals and objectives to the drug court user community.   
 
Many of the following functional requirements comport with the functional requirements document 
approved by the COSCA/NACM Joint Technology Committee, and subsequently approved by their 
national organizations.  These can be found in detail on the homepage for the National Center for 
State Courts (NCSC) at http://www.ncsconline.org/D_Tech/Standards/Standards.htm. Your proposal 
must be able to satisfy the subset of those functions (and their related sub-functions) as spelled out 
below. Please be sure to specify any exceptions to your ability to satisfy these objectives in your 
proposal. 
 
At a minimum, all of these functions must be able to:  collect dates, have free form data entry fields 
(e.g., comment fields, narrative fields), and print screen and report capabilities. The following list of 
primary functions includes some of the required data fields that will be necessary to support daily 
operations and evaluation research. 
 

http://www.ncsconline.org/D_Tech/Standards/Standards.htm
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1. Case Initiation 
1a. Collect/Document Initiating Court Event, from the Court Disposition Documents.  

The ability to transfer data from other case management systems at case initiation is 
not required in the initial release, but should be anticipated in the future. 
1a1. Origin 
1a2. Referral information 
1a3. Courtesy case information 

1b. Collect Party Data (for client and related parties) 
1b1. Demographics (e.g., gender, race, DOB, DL#, VIN#, etc.) 
1b2. Education 
1b3. Employment 
1b4. Military 
1b5. Family information (including extended family) 
1b6. Health information (physical and mental) 
1b7. Welfare and housing 
1b8. Child support obligations 
1b9. Addresses/phone numbers 

1c. Names and aliases 
1d. Relate parties in current case and other parties in other cases 
1e. Initial and pled charges 
1f. Sentencing information 
1g. Capture digital photo  
1h. Electronic access to pre-sentence investigation reports  
1i. Insurance information 
1j. Attorney ID 

 
2. Intake/Placement 

2a. Assessment instruments  
2b. Screening tools to determine drug court eligibility 
2c. Acceptance decisions and program initiation 
2d. Identify and satisfy eligibility criteria 
2e. Criminal history locally entered 
2f. History of use/abuse of a controlled substance or alcohol 
2g. Special circumstances 

 
3. Status Alerts 

3a. Custody  
3b. Warrant  
3c. Protection order 
3d. Sex offender list 
3e. Risk level 
3f. Current phase, phase data, and phase tracking 
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4. Security  
4a. User ID and password, profiles 
4b. System and user logging 
4c. Monitoring deletes/changes/modifications 
4d. Complies with federal encryption standards 
4e. Produce locally maintained user security table 

 
5. Search Capabilities of Local Indices 

5a. Case # search 
5b. Name search (client and mother’s last name w/SOUNDEX capabilities) 
5c. Individual identifier search 
5d. Group/family identifier search 
5e. Drug court # 
5f. SID # 
5g. Summary Screen Merging Select Current Information 

 
6. Case Management  

6a. Must be able to track phases 
6b. Must be able to produce an open case report 
6c. Ticklers for non-activity 

 
7. Document Generation – Ability to create system-wide and local forms and documents, 

including but not limited to: 
7a. Notices 
7b. Show cause orders 
7c. Graduation certificates 
7d. Registers of actions 
7e. Status summary screens 
7f. Payment reminder letters 
7g. Victim impact statements 
7h. Notice to parties of next scheduled events 
7i. Non-compliance reports 
7j. Participant consent forms 
7k. Rights waiver forms 
7l. Certificates of service 

 
8. Compliance/Supervision/Treatment Tracking – Including Ability of Treatment 

Providers to Update Record 
8a. ID and change supervisors/treatment providers 
8b. Secured case notes 
8c. Treatment history by condition  
8d. Test results 
8e. Program attendance 
8f. Track sanctions and rewards 
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8g. Track demotions 
8h. Track relapses 

 
9. Docketing Events 

9a. Show cause orders 
9b. Enter and maintain information on all pleadings 
9c. Allow single screen/function to create docket entries in multiple cases  
9d. Create multiple event screen that allows easy entry of multiple events on the same or 

multiple cases 
 
10. Scheduling/Calendaring 

10a. ID Scheduled Court Hearings 
10b. ID Who Attended Court Hearings 
10c. Ticklers for Non-activity 
10d. Reviews 
10e. Scheduling Conflict Resolution Capabilities 
10f. Judicial Officer 
10g. Hearing Outcome  
10h. Generate Calendars that Can Suppress Confidential Information by:  date, judge, and 

court location. 
 
11. Accounting/Bookkeeping 

11a. Amount Ordered 
11b. Fee breakdowns 
11c. Receivables 
11d. Payments 
11e. Balances 

 
12. Case Closure 

12a. Reason codes 
12b. Identify reasons for failure to close successfully 

 
13. Post Graduation Tracking 

13a. New charges/arrests/conviction information 
13b. Social/personal information  

 
14. Management Reports  

(to provide operational information/aggregate statistics/meet federal requirements) 
14a. User determined run-time parameters (e.g., execution dates, etc.) 
14b. Status conference reports 
14c. Supervision reports 
14d. Quarterly Byrne grant reports  

 



 
 8 

15. Administrative  
15a. Usage statistics 
15b. Performance metrics 
15c. Error reports 
15d. Ability to reopen cases 

 
16. Data Integrity 

16a. User documentation 
16b. System documentation 
16c. System definable mandatory fields 
16d. System definable data field edits (e.g., date fields, category fields) 

 
17. Data Archiving/Retrieval 

17a. Ability to archive cases 
17b. Ability to retrieve archived cases 
17c. Ability to seal and expunge cases 

 
18. Bail Bond Processing 

18a. Identification of the bond amount 
18b. Identification of who posted the bond 
18c. Bond status (e.g., posted, forfeited, etc.) 
 

19. Querying/Inquiry (ad hoc) – Ability for users to perform ad hoc database inquiries; create 
and generate reports. 

 
20. Data Analysis Component.  The system should include a minimum set of data analysis 

tools that will provide managers, administrators, and evaluators with the ability to 
interactively analyze drug court data and provide appropriate reports. The data system must 
be thoughtfully designed to ensure that these required functions are available and work 
efficiently (i.e., in real time).  For high level analyses (e.g., multiple regression, Cox 
regressions) the system must be designed to easily export data into a format for analyses in 
advanced statistical software such as SPSS and SAS.  For a detailed description of these 
analytical tools refer to Attachment A. 

 
21. Other System Requirements 

21a. Support keyboard use 
21b. Support mouse/pointer use 
21c. Allow drug treatment providers to enter treatment data remotely 
21d. Provide onscreen support/help 
21e. Provide browser and/or GUI based interface 
21f. Provide view only capability for other defined users to access 
21g. Maintain attorney registration information (state bar file)  
21h. Provide table-driven data entry 
21i. Allow supervisory data entry/modification overrides 
21j. Allow mass judge/probation officer case reassignments 
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21k. Allow user control of when ticklers are announced 
21l. Provide that dates are stored/displayed using four digits for the year, but ability to 

enter years using two digits 
21m. Provide year 2000 compliance and accommodate leap years 
21n. Create data entry defaults including, but not limited, to dates 
21o. Support database triggers 
21p. Support multiple network protocols including: TCP/IP; SPX/IPX; ISO/OSI, and 

Asynchronous X.25. 
21q. Allow user to create and use user defined macros 
21r. Allow user to assign function keys 
21s. Allow user to navigate anywhere in the system by a single command from anywhere 

in the system 
21t. Allow user to have at least two sessions open at the same time 
21u. Provide system/user defined popup windows 
21v. Provide compliance with HIPAA and all federal and state privacy and security 

standards 
21w. Allow local customization of screening and assessment tools 
 

The selected contractor will work with SCAO to further refine functional and data requirements 
during a series of site visits to a representative sample of approximately five operational drug courts 
in Michigan prior to the preparation of the final specifications document. 
 
SCAO prefers to have the DCCMIS hosted remotely.  The response should indicate if the proposer is 
able to provide remote hosting and provide a description of the environment and services that would 
be offered.    
 
ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS 
 
The following additional functionality, though not required in the initial release, should be 
considered in preparing the proposal:  
 
1. Integration with Case Management Systems.  Focus group participants placed high value 

on the ability to integrate the proposed drug court system with existing case management 
systems in their courts to minimize redundant data entry.  Because of the variety of systems 
currently in place, SCAO plans to address integration as a future project following 
development and deployment of the DCCMIS.  SCAO will likely place priority on 
integration of SCAO Judicial Information Systems case management system with the new 
DCCMIS.  Proposers are requested to describe how system design will facilitate the 
development of future data exchange capabilities in the Michigan environment.  A listing of 
case management applications currently being utilized by the trial courts is provided in 
Attachments B & C. 

 
2. Electronic Document Management.  Electronic document management is a function that 

supports the creation, storage and retrieval of forms, pleadings and other electronic 
documents that interface with an existing court case management system.  This function will 
be important to implement within five years, but is not critical in the early development of a 
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case management system.  It is accompanied by difficult change management and business 
changes which are not necessary to address during the early development of a case 
management system; specifically courts and judges must be prepared to deal with a paperless 
environment.  Proposals that include an electronic document management system may be 
given additional points on the evaluation scorecard, but are not critical to the base proposal. 

 
3. Interfacing with Existing/Proposed External Agency Information Systems.  Eventually a 

drug court case management system will need to integrate with other agencies/departments 
(e.g., district attorneys, social services, etc).  Sharing information with these agencies will be 
critical to obtaining timely and important information that can be used by drug courts in the 
screening process and in monitoring a client’s progress through the drug treatment program.  
These connections, however, are not critical to the initial development of a basic drug court 
case management system.  Therefore, proposals that include electronic interfacing with 
external agencies/departments may be given additional points on the evaluation scorecard, 
but are not critical to the base proposal. 

 
4. Electronic Filing.  Electronic filing is a function that enables litigants and other participants 

in a drug court case to use the internet to file forms and pleadings with the court.  It enables 
court staff to review the pleadings before deciding whether to accept them.  If the pleadings 
are accepted electronically, then the information contained in the electronic filing populates 
the court case management system.  Although electronic filing is not a critical component of 
a drug court case management system, proposals that include an electronic filing module 
may be awarded additional points on the evaluation scorecard. 

 
5. Electronic Form Availability.  Forms should be made available to the various parties 

through internet access.  Although this is not a critical component of a drug court case 
management system, proposals that include a module which makes electronic forms 
available through the internet may be awarded additional points on the evaluation scorecard. 

 
GENERAL REQUIREMENTS 
 
1. The proposals must produce a statewide drug court case management information  software 

application that satisfies the functional requirements stated in this proposal. 
 

2. Issuing Office.  This RFP is issued for SCAO. 
 
3. Rejection of Review Proposals.  SCAO reserves the right to reject any and all review 

proposals received as a result of this RFP or to negotiate separately with any source 
whatsoever in any manner necessary to serve the best interests of  SCAO.  SCAO does not 
intend to award a contract solely on the basis of any response made to this request.  

 
4. Incurring Costs.  SCAO is not liable for any cost incurred by the prospective contractors 

prior to issuance of a contract. 
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5. Non-Commitment.  The solicitation of this RFP shall not commit SCAO to award a 
contract.  

 
6. Pre-Proposal (Bidders’) Conference.  A voluntary pre-proposal conference is scheduled 

for Friday, September 17, 2004 at 9:00 a.m. EDT, at the Hall of Justice in Lansing. The 
conference is an opportunity to clarify the scope of work to be performed and to answer 
questions arising from the review of this RFP. The pre-proposal conference will be for 
information purposes only and is limited to two representatives per proposer.  For security 
purposes, proposers must provide the names of representatives intending to participate in the 
conference to Phyllis Zold-Kilborn, Drug Court Management Analyst, at 
zoldp@courts.mi.gov no later than Wednesday, September 15.  Directions to the Hall of 
Justice may be found at http://courts.michigan.gov/supremecourt/DrivingDirections.htm.  

 
7. Response Date.  To be considered, proposals must arrive at the State Court Administrative 

Office, Michigan Hall of Justice, PO Box 30048, Lansing, MI 48909, no later than Friday, 
October 1, 2004, at 5:00 p.m. EDT.  All envelopes containing proposals should be marked 
"Drug Court Case Management System Project."  Proposals received after that date and time 
will not be considered. 

 
8. Proposals to be Considered.  Proposers must submit a complete response to this RFP 

utilizing the format in Section B.  Ten paper copies and one electronic copy in Word format 
of the proposal must be submitted to SCAO.  Proposals must be signed by an official with 
authority to bind the proposer to its proposal.  For this RFP, the proposal must remain valid 
for at least 90 days from the response date. 

 
9. Demonstrations.  Prior to contract award, SCAO will require demonstration of the proposed 

system by selected finalists.  The demos will provide finalists with an opportunity to 
demonstrate how functional requirements will be met by the system solution.  Vendor 
finalists will be asked to conduct the presentation to a selection committee during the time 
period of October 25-27, 2004.  Finalists selected to conduct a demonstration will be notified 
by October 17, 2004, of the demonstration schedule.  Demonstrations will be conducted in 
the Judicial Information Systems Division of SCAO, Hall of Justice, Lansing, MI.   

 
10. Best and Final Offer.  SCAO may determine if it is in its best interest to seek a “best and 

final offer” from vendors submitting acceptable or potentially acceptable proposals. This 
best and final offer would provide vendors with the opportunity to amend or change their 
original proposal to make it more acceptable to SCAO.  SCAO reserves the right to exercise 
this option.  

 
11. Selection, Notification, and Award of Contract. SCAO reserves the right to initiate 

discussions with the proposer should clarification of a pending acceptable, or potentially 
acceptable, proposal become necessary.  Notification of contract award is anticipated by 
November 1, 2004.    

 

http://courts.michigan.gov/supremecourt/DrivingDirections.htm
mailto:zoldp@courts.mi.gov
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12. Private Contractor Responsibility.  The successful proposer is required to assume 
responsibility for all services offered in its proposal. 

 
13. Contract Billing.  If a contract is entered into as a result of this RFP, compensation will be 

provided based on mutually agreed to project milestones and deliverables, which should 
include estimated out-of-pocket costs, within the maximum price bid for the project.  All 
prices which are established shall be without collusion with other eligible proposers.   

 
14. Contract Payment Schedule.  All progress billings and the final billing by the contractor 

shall be forwarded for payment to the State Court Administrative Office, Attn: Dawn Monk, 
Deputy State Court Administrator, P.O. Box 30048, Lansing, MI 48909.  Payments to the 
contractor will be made on the basis of mutually agreed to project milestones and 
deliverables with a contingency of 20% held until final acceptance. SCAO will approve the 
final billing for payment when all terms of the engagement contract have been met by the 
contractor, its partners, and its subcontractors.    

 
15. Independent Contractor Status.  The contractor will act as an independent contractor in 

the performance of duties under an agreement.  Accordingly, the contractor will be 
responsible for payment of all taxes including federal, state, and local taxes arising out of the 
contractor's activities in accordance with an agreement, including by way of illustration but 
not limited to, federal and state income tax, Social Security tax, unemployment insurance 
taxes, and any other taxes or business license fees. 

 
Because the contractor is engaged in the contractor's own independent business, the 
contractor and its employees are not eligible for, and will not participate in, such benefits as 
pension plans, health, or other fringe benefit plans, holiday pay, sick pay, and vacation pay 
of SCAO.  No workers' compensation insurance will be obtained by SCAO covering the 
contractor or its employees. 

 
16. Other Conditions.  Proposers must inform SCAO immediately of any potential conflicts of 

interest which might arise out of work performed or being performed for any other clients or 
contracts, or due to a past or present relationship of any sort between employees or 
representatives of the vendor and judges, other judicial employees, or non-judicial 
employees of the Michigan Supreme Court and SCAO.  Vendors will not offer any gratuity, 
service, or special benefits to any judge, judicial employees, or non-judicial employee of the 
Michigan Supreme Court, SCAO, or any Michigan trial court.    

 
17. Questions.  Any questions regarding this RFP should be directed to Phyllis Zold-Kilborn, 

Drug Court Management Analyst, State Court Administrative Office at (517) 373-5596 or 
zoldp@courts.mi.gov.   

 
 

mailto:zoldp@courts.mi.gov
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TABLE II 

General Time Table 
 
 

EVENTS DATES 
RFP distributed September 7, 2004 
Pre-proposal conference  September 17, 2004 
Proposals due October 1, 2004 
Notification to finalists October 15, 2004 
Finalist demos October 25-26, 27 (if needed) 
Announcement of award November 1, 2004 
Project commencement To Be Determined 
Final project deliverable by To Be Determined 
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SECTION B 
 

Required Information for Proposal Submission 
 
Proposals must be submitted in the format described in the following outline and must 
specifically address each of the numbered items below.  Proposals that do not follow this format will 
not be considered.   
 
1. Title Page (maximum of 1 page) 

Show the name of the proposer, business address, telephone and fax number, name of 
contact person, e-mail address, and date of proposal. 

 
2. Table of Contents 

Include a clear identification of the material by section and page number. 
 
3. Letter of Transmittal (maximum of 1 page) 

A. Briefly state the proposer's understanding of the work to be done. 
B. State the location of the office(s) that will be supporting the project. 
C. State the names of the persons authorized to make representations for the firm, their 

titles, addresses, telephone numbers and e-mail addresses. 
D. State that the person signing the letter is authorized to bind the proposer. 
E. The transmittal letter must be signed in ink. 

 
4. Company Background  (maximum of 1-2 pages) 
 

How many years has the company provided software applications? 
 
How many employees does the company have? 

Administration:  Development:  
Training :  Program Support:  

Marketing :  Other/Misc:  
TOTAL:  

 
What is the total number of installed sites of your proposed system and their locations? 
 
How many organizations are currently installing your proposed system but have not 
completed the installation/conversion, and where are they located? 
 
Provide a summary of any litigation, previous or outstanding, relating to vendor’s 
performance of professional services contracts, or an account of why this information is  
not provided. 
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Provide a list of all incidents within the past three (3) years in which a contract was 
terminated or not renewed. 

 
5. Fully Describe the Software Application (maximum of 20 pages).   

This section must include a complete description of how the software application will satisfy 
the functional requirements for a statewide drug court system in Michigan.  This requirement 
include: daily operational needs, management reports, system performance metrics, 
evaluation metrics, etc.  Be sure to provide a complete description for each of the primary 
functional areas described above.  Screen shots, management and operational reports, and 
operational output must be attached as supporting appendices where indicated.  This section 
must specifically address the extent to which it satisfies function #20 referenced above. 

 
6. Fully Describe with Diagrams the General Architecture Needed to Support the 

Application (maximum of 3 pages).    
Be sure to include diagrams and supporting documentation. 

 
7. Fully Describe the Database and its Requirements (maximum of 2 pages).   

This section should describe the database that will support the application software. 
 
8.  Fully Describe System Backups and Failover Features (maximum of 2 pages). 

This section should deal with how the system should be backed up, and whether it has a 
capacity for having a real time hot site.  It should also address whether the system has a 24/7 
availability.  Describe facilities and procedures for disaster recovery.   

 
9. Fully describe how the Application is Compliant with the New Global Justice XML 

Data Model Standards (maximum of 1 page).   
See http://it.ojp.gov/jxdm/ for more information regarding the standards. 

 
10. Fully Describe the Server/Client Hardware Requirements to Support the Application 

(maximum of 5 pages).   
This section should include a discussion of how remote hosting will be provided.  If remote 
hosting is not provided, system specifications for the servers that will house the application 
and its supporting database should be described.  In describing the minimum specifications 
like system processor(s), memory, storage capabilities, etc., the proposal should be clear 
about how these specifications are likely to change as caseloads increase.  Similar 
requirements must be identified for the client, including monitor capabilities, operating 
systems, printer support, scanning requirements, etc.  The hardware must support a 1-3 
second user response time. 

 
11. Fully Describe the Networking Requirements to Support the Application (maximum of 

2 pages).   
This section must describe the local networking capabilities, connectivity with the server(s), 
cabling requirements, etc.  The network must be able to support a 1-3second user response 
time. 

 

http://it.ojp.gov/jxdm/
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12. Fully Describe How: (a) Development; (b) Implementation; and (c) Maintenance 
Support will be Provided (maximum of 2 pages).  Fully describe your proposal for help 
desk support immediately after implementation and in the out years. 

 
13. Fully Describe How Training will be Provided (maximum of 2 pages).   
 
14. Fully Describe the Documentation that will be Provided (maximum of 3 pages). 

Include technical documentation, user and training manuals.   
 
15. Provide a Complete Statement of Warranty (maximum of 1 page). 
 
16. Project Plan, Timetable and Milestones (maximum of 5 pages).   

This section should list all proposed major deliverables, the tasks that will be used to attain 
those deliverables, approximate begin and end dates for each of the project tasks, delivery 
dates for the deliverables, and vendor and court staff that will be necessary to work on each 
task.  Any planned subcontracting should also be specified. 

 
17. System Testing (maximum of 2 pages). 

This section should describe the proposed methodology for system testing, including roles of 
both the vendor and SCAO in this process.  

 
18. Conversion of Data from Existing Systems (maximum of 2 pages). 

This section should describe how data from existing systems might be converted to the 
proposed system.  This task should be described in detail. 

 
19. Future Integration with Current Case Management Systems (maximum of 2 pages).  

This section should describe how system design will facilitate future data exchange 
capability with criminal and family court case management systems currently used by 
Michigan’s trial courts.  

 
20. Exceptions to the Functional Requirements Outlined in this RFP (maximum of 3 

pages). 
This section should include a very specific list of functional areas identified in the 
COSCA/NACM functional standards as published on the homepage for the NCSC which are 
currently not available in the product offered in your proposal.  In addition, this should list 
those functions specifically identified in this proposal which are also unavailable.  Care 
should be taken to indicate any additional costs necessary to include those missing functions 
in your product. 

 
21. Cost and Price Analysis.   

The pricing matrix for the submitted proposal must be completed. Providing as much detail 
as possible is required and will eliminate the need for additional questions in the evaluation 
process.  Proposals can include additional rows, but rows/cells provided in the following 
matrix must be completed.   SCAO and local jurisdictions will need to consider what 
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hardware and networking enhancements will be necessary for a successful implementation 
based on the required specifications provided by the proposer. 
 
 

TABLE III 
Pricing Matrix 
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1a. Base Application: Source Code to 
Michigan—Statewide Unlimited 
License* 

      

1b. Base Application: Source Code to 
Michigan—Statewide License per 
User* 

      

1c. Base Application:  Source Code 
Remains with Vendor—Statewide 
Unlimited License* 

      

1d. Base Application:  Source Code 
Remains with Vendor—Statewide 
License per User* 

      

2. Additional Development Costs to 
Satisfy the Exception List (hourly 
rate and estimates for additional work 
based on functional requirements) 

      

Post Implementation Application 
Support for 90 days 

      

User Training Costs       
Programmer Training Costs       
Documentation Costs       
Total(s) Software Court Costs 
(options 1a-1d) 

      

Additional Gratuitous Services 
Provided by the Proposer 

      

 
*Please provide costs for all four options 1a-1d.  If the proposer is only willing to propose prices 
for less than all four options, then the other cells should be blocked out or coded as “N/A.” 
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22. Summary of the Proposer’s Qualifications, Including any Subcontractors (maximum of 
2 pages).   
Describe the special qualifications of the proposer for this project. At a minimum, the 
proposer must demonstrate experience in the development and implementation of a web-
based application, preferably on a state level, as well as experience with drug court case 
management or closely related systems.  Identify the project manager who will be assigned 
to the project and relevant staff.  Resumes may be included in the appendix and should 
include relevant experience and education.  Describe the firm’s quality control process.    

 
23. References (maximum of 1 page).   

List three references which have implemented your products and that may be contacted if 
necessary.  Please include the organization's name, contact person, phone number and 
number of years affiliated with each reference. 

 
Additional Information and Comments (maximum of 2 pages). 

Include any other information that is pertinent to planning the scope of these reviews, but not 
specifically asked for elsewhere. 

 
Please attach a proposed sample contract. 
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SECTION C: 
Evaluation Scoring 

 
Each of the proposals will be evaluated by a committee of SCAO staff and user community 
representatives using the following methods and scorecard.  Each member of the evaluation 
committee will score each of the proposals using the following scorecard.  The scores will be totaled 
and only those proposals which attain a score of at least 80% will be considered for further 
evaluation based on pricing, viability of the organization, and reference checks.  A final 
determination will be made by a ranking of the proposals by the committee based on the product 
demo session, the scorecard, the pricing, and the references. 
 
 

TABLE IV: 
DRUG COURT EVALUATION SCORECARD 

 
Evaluation Category 

Possible 
Score 

Actual 
Score 

 
Comment(s) 

     
5 Application Functions 2000   
 Case Initiation 100   
 Intake/Placement 100   
 Status   100   
 Security 50   
 Search  200   
 Caseflow Management 50   
 Document Generation 100   
 Compliance/Supervision/Treatment Tracking 200   
 Docketing Events   100   
 Scheduling/Calendaring 100   
 Accounting 50   
 Case Closure 50   
 Post Graduation Tracking 100   
 Management Reporting 200   
 Administrative 50   
 Data Integrity 50   
 Data Archiving 50   
 Bail 50   
 Querying/Inquiries 50   
 Data Analysis (function #20) 200   
 System Requirements 50   
     
6 General Architecture 100   
     
7 Database 50   
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8 Backups/Failover 50   
     
9 GJXDM 50   
     
10 Server/Client Hardware 100   
     
11 Networking 100   
     
12 Support 100   
     
13 Training 100   
     
14 Documentation 100   
     
15 Statement of Warranty 100   
     
16 Project Plan 200   
     
17 Testing 100   
     
18 Data Conversion 100   
     
19 Exceptions 100   
     
20 Future Integration CCMS 50   
     
 System/Screen Navigation 100   
     
 Additional Possible Points    
 Existing Integration with CCMS 0-50   
 Electronic Document Management 0-50   
 Data Integration with Outside Govt Agencies 0-50   
 Electronic Filing 0-50   
 Electronic Forms on the Internet 0-50   
     
 Total Regular Score(s) 3,500   
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Scoring Guidelines: 
• 0 points are awarded if the area is not covered. 
 
• 1%-19% of the points are awarded if the proposer cannot perform the function. 

 
• 20%-39% of the points are awarded if the proposer understands the issue and is partially 

compliant. 
 

• 40%-59% of the points are awarded if the proposer is not clear about the issue and, 
although it may appear to satisfy the requirement, there is not enough evidence to give it 
a passing grade. 

 
• 60%-79% of the points are awarded if the proposer meets the minimum requirements for 

the issue, but does not provide enough information to be convincing that the application 
will work in Michigan’s drug courts. 

 
• 80%-100% of the points are awarded if the proposer exceeds the minimum requirements 

and satisfies the issue with no room for improvement. 
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ATTACHMENT A 
 

Data Analysis Capabilities 
 

SCAO is looking to be able to perform the following types of analysis.  The system must 
provide: 
 

A. A mechanism for sorting out any subgroups or subset of offenders using any 
combination of the variables in the data system. 

B. The ability to sort out any subgroups for evaluation following standard Boolean 
logic. 

C. The ability to have at least two separate subgroups actively available for analysis 
at the same time. 

D. The ability to describe the frequency and percent of offenders having each coding 
value for any categorical variables in any selected subgroup. 

E. The ability to graphically display the coding values for any categorical variables 
in any selected subgroup as a horizontal bar chart ranked from highest to lowest 
frequency/percent without requiring the subgroup to be resorted.  

F. The ability to describe the mean, standard deviation, and range for each 
continuous variable in any selected subgroup. 

G. The ability to graphically display the distribution of values in any subgroup for 
any continuous variable as a histogram without requiring that the subgroup be re-
sorted. 

H. The ability to calculate the difference between any selected subgroups for any 
categorical variable using a proportional z-test, a Chi Square test, or a Fishers 
Exact test without requiring that the subgroups be re-sorted. 

I. The ability to calculate the difference between any selected subgroups for any 
continuous variable using a t-test without requiring that the subgroups be 
resorted. 

J. The ability to calculate the difference between subjects at time one and subjects at 
time two for any continuous variable using a paired t-test without requiring that 
the subgroups be resorted. 

K. The ability to calculate the difference between the time offenders in any selected 
subgroups remain drug free or out of jail using an actuarial censored life table 
methodology and a Mantel-Haenszel Chi Square test. 

l) The ability to graphically display the survival curves for any subgroups without 
requiring that the subgroups be resorted. 

 
 



MICHIGAN COURT AUTOMATION PROVIDERS Attachment B 8/4/2004

CIRCUIT, DISTRICT, PROBATE & JUVENILE COURTS
2003 CASES FILED (CURRENT PROVIDERS)

CIRCUIT DISTRICT/ PROBATE JUVENILE TOTAL (Locations

MUNICIPAL (Locations not included in TOTAL) does not include Juvenile)

PROVIDER # Cases # Court # Cases # Court # Cases # Court # Cases # Court # Cases # Court
Filed Locations Filed Locations Filed Locations Filed Locations Filed Locations

JIS 110,904 57 1,685,401 90 29,418 66 28,458 63 1,854,181 213
% 33.1 68.7 50.4 60.4 44.9 79.5 47.8 75.9 48.7 67.6

In-House 176,293 12 923,452 11 9,753 4 21,059 7 1,130,557 27
 or County % 52.5 14.5 27.6 7.4 14.9 4.8 35.3 8.4 29.7 8.6
JMS 4,254 3 275,463 29 0 0 0 0 279,717 32

% 1.3 3.6 8.2 19.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 10.2
QuadTran 0 0 308,055 11 0 0 0 0 308,055 11

% 0.0 0.0 9.2 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 3.5
CSI 7,906 1 99,678 3 1,828 1 1,286 1 110,698 5

% 2.4 1.2 3.0 2.0 2.8 1.2 2.2 1.2 2.9 1.6
Manatron 1,814 2 13,400 2 0 0 0 0 15,214 4

% 0.5 2.4 0.4 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.3
CCI-Maximus 29,956 2 37,724 1 23,459 4 6,048 2 97,187 7

% 8.9 2.4 1.1 0.7 35.8 4.8 10.2 2.4 2.6 2.2
Vatrix 646 1 0 0 575 4 761 4 1,982 5

% 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.9 4.8 1.3 4.8 0.1 1.6
Henschen 0 0 0 0 0 0 808 1 808 0

% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.4 1.2 0.0 0.0
Accucomp 1,619 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,619 2

% 0.5 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6
InfoMatters 1,866 1 0 0 319 1 255 1 2,440 2

% 0.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.2 0.4 1.2 0.1 0.6
Manual 243 2 2,670 2 217 3 911 4 4,041 7

% 0.1 2.4 0.1 1.3 0.3 3.6 1.5 4.8 0.1 2.2
TOTALS 335,501 83 3,345,843 149 65,569 83 59,586 83 3,806,499 315

% 99.4 98.8 100.0 100.0 99.5 98.8 99.6 98.8 99.9 99.4

This information was compiled by the State Court Administrative Office.  Corrections or updates should be sent to
Dan Voss, (517)373-2106, vossd@courts.mi.gov, State Court Administrative Office, P.O. Box 30048, Lansing, Michigan 48909.



MICHIGAN COURT AUTOMATION PROVIDERS 8/4/2004

CIRCUIT, DISTRICT, PROBATE & JUVENILE COURTS
2003 CASES FILED (INCLUDES PENDING JIS INSTALLATIONS)

CIRCUIT DISTRICT/ PROBATE JUVENILE TOTAL (Locations

MUNICIPAL (Locations not included in TOTAL) does not include Juvenile)

PROVIDER # Cases # Court # Cases # Court # Cases # Court # Cases # Court # Cases # Court
Filed Locations Filed Locations Filed Locations Filed Locations Filed Locations

JIS 110,904 57 2,108,216 91 29,418 66 29,266 64 2,277,804 214
% 33.1 68.7 63.0 61.1 44.9 79.5 49.1 77.1 59.8 67.9

In-House 176,293 12 500,637 10 9,753 4 21,059 7 707,742 26
 or County % 52.5 14.5 15.0 6.7 14.9 4.8 35.3 8.4 18.6 8.3
JMS 4,254 3 275,463 29 0 0 0 0 279,717 32

% 1.3 3.6 8.2 19.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 7.3 10.2
QuadTran 0 0 308,055 11 0 0 0 0 308,055 11

% 0.0 0.0 9.2 7.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 8.1 3.5
CSI 7,906 1 99,678 3 1,828 1 1,286 1 110,698 5

% 2.4 1.2 3.0 2.0 2.8 1.2 2.2 1.2 2.9 1.6
Manatron 1,814 2 13,400 2 0 0 0 0 15,214 4

% 0.5 2.4 0.4 1.3 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.4 1.3
CCI-Maximus 29,956 2 37,724 1 23,459 4 6,048 2 97,187 7

% 8.9 2.4 1.1 0.7 35.8 4.8 10.2 2.4 2.6 2.2
Vatrix 646 1 0 0 575 4 761 4 1,982 5

% 0.2 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.9 4.8 1.3 4.8 0.1 1.6
Henschen 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Accucomp 1,619 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1,619 2

% 0.5 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.6
InfoMatters 1,866 1 0 0 319 1 255 1 2,440 2

% 0.6 1.2 0.0 0.0 0.5 1.2 0.4 1.2 0.1 0.6
Manual 243 2 2,670 2 217 3 911 4 4,041 7

% 0.1 2.4 0.1 1.3 0.3 3.6 1.5 4.8 0.1 2.2
TOTALS 335,501 83 3,345,843 149 65,569 83 59,586 83 3,806,499 315

% 99.4 98.8 100.0 100.0 99.5 98.8 99.6 98.8 99.9 99.4

This information was compiled by the State Court Administrative Office.  Corrections or updates should be sent to
Dan Voss, (517)373-2106, vossd@courts.mi.gov, State Court Administrative Office, P.O. Box 30048, Lansing, Michigan 48909.



  Conversion to JIS is pending. (Rev 08/04/04 SCAO)
1

MICHIGAN TRIAL COURTS--AUTOMATION PROVIDERS                       Attachment C (By location)

PROVIDER COURT No. COURT No. COURT No. COURT No. COURT No.
JIS

# of
Locations:

District 92
Circuit 57
Probate  66

216

DISTRICT
Monroe-Monroe 1
Monroe-Erie 1
Lenawee 2A
Hillsdale 2B
Branch 3A
Cass 4
Paw Paw 7
South Haven 7
Kalamazoo-Central 8
Portage-South 8
Kalamazoo Co-North 8
Calhoun 10
Jackson 12
Livonia 16
Redford Twp 17
Westland 18
Garden City (OL) 21
Inkster (OL) 22
Taylor 23
Allen Park 24
Lincoln Park 25
River Rouge 26-1
Ecorse 26-2
Wyandotte 27
Southgate 28
Highland Park (OL) 30
Hamtramck (OL) 31
Harper Woods 32A
Woodhaven 33
Plymouth 35
Eastpointe (OL) 38
St. Clair Shores 40
Sterling Hts 41A-1
Shelby Twp 41A-2
Mt Clemens 41B-1
Clinton Twp (OL) 41B-2
Ferndale 43-1
Royal Oak 44
Berkley 45A
Oak Park 45B
Southfield 46
Farmington 47
Bloomfield 48
Pontiac 50
Waterford 51
Brighton 53
Howell 53
East Lansing 54B
Barry 56B
Allegan 57
Muskegon 60
Wyoming (OL) 62A
Rockford 63
Cascade 63
Ionia 64A
Montcalm 64B
Clinton 65A

Gratiot-Alma 65B
Gratiot-Ithaca 65B
Shiawassee 66
Flint 68
Lapeer 71A
Tuscola 71B
Marine City 72
Port Huron 72
Sanilac 73A
Huron 73B
Midland 75
Isabella 76
Mecosta 77-1
Osceola 77-2
Oceana 78-1
Mason 79-2
Alpena 88-1
Montmorency 88-2
Emmet 90-2
Luce 92-1
Mackinac 92-2
Alger 93-1
Schoolcraft 93-2
Menominee 95A
Dickinson 95B-1
Iron 95B-2
Ishpeming 96
Marquette City 96
Gogebic-Bessemer 98
Gogebic-Ironwood 98
Ontonagon 98-2
Grosse Pointe (OL) M02
GP Farms (OL) M03
GP Park (OL) M04
GP Woods M05

CIRCUIT
Hillsdale 1
Jackson 4
Barry 5
Genesee 7
Ionia (TCS) 8-1
Alger (TCS) 11-1
Luce (TCS) 11-2
Mackinac (TCS) 11-3
Schoolcraft (TCS) 11-4
Muskegon 14
Branch 15
Bay 18
Benzie 19-1
Manistee 19-2
Isabella (TCS) 21
Alcona 23-1
Arenac 23-2
Iosco 23-3
Oscoda 23-4
Sanilac 24

Marquette 25
Alpena 26-1
Montmorency 26-2
Newaygo 27-1
Oceana 27-2
Clinton 29-1
Gratiot 29-2
St. Clair 31
Ogemaw 34-1
Roscommon 34-2
Shiawassee 35
Van Buren 36
Calhoun 37
Monroe 38
Lenawee 39
Lapeer 40
Dickinson 41-1
Iron 41-2
Menominee 41-3
Midland 42
Cass 43
Livingston 44
Crawford 46-1
Kalkaska 46-2
Otsego 46-3
Allegan 48
Mecosta 49-1
Osceola 49-2
Mason 51-2
Huron 52
Cheboygan 53-1
Presque Isle 53-2
Tuscola 54
Clare 55-1
Gladwin 55-2
Eaton 56
Emmet 57

PROBATE M&E
Alcona 1
Alger (TCS) PD5-1
Allegan 3
Alpena 4
Antrim 5
Arenac 6
Barry 8
Bay 9
Benzie 10
Branch 12
Calhoun 13
Cass 14
Charlevoix PD7-1
Cheboygan 16
Chippewa 17
Clare   PD17-1
Clinton 19
Crawford 20

Dickinson   22
Eaton 23
Emmet PD7-2
Genesee 25
Gladwin PD17-2
Grand Traverse 28
Gratiot 29
Hillsdale 30
Huron 32
Ionia (TCS) 34
Iosco 35
Iron 36
Isabella (TCS) 37
Jackson 38
Kalamazoo 39
Kalkaska 40
Lake 43
Lapeer 44
Leelanau 45
Lenawee 46
Livingston (TCS) 47
Luce (TCS) PD6-1
Mackinac (TCS) PD6-2
Macomb (OL) 50
Manistee 51
Marquette 52
Mason 53
Mecosta PD18-1
Menominee 55
Midland 56
Montmorency 60
Muskegon 61
Newaygo 62
Oceana 64
Ogemaw 65
Osceola PD18-2
Oscoda 68
Otsego 69
Ottawa 70
Presque Isle 71
Roscommon 72
St. Clair 74
Sanilac  76
Schoolcraft (TCS) PD5-2
Shiawassee 78
Tuscola 79
Van Buren 80
Wexford 83

JUVENILE
Alcona 1
Alger (TCS) PD5-1
Allegan 3
Alpena 4
Antrim 5
Arenac 6
Barry 8

Bay 9
Benzie 10
Branch 12
Calhoun 13
Cass 14
Charlevoix PD7-1
Cheboygan 16
Chippewa 17
Clare   PD17-1
Clinton 19
Crawford 20
Dickinson   22
Eaton 23
Emmet PD7-2
Genesee 25
Gladwin PD17-2
Grand Traverse 28
Gratiot 29
Hillsdale 30
Huron 32
Ionia (TCS) 34
Iosco 35
Iron 36
Isabella (TCS) 37
Jackson 38
Kalkaska 40
Lake 43
Lapeer 44
Lenawee 46
Livingston (TCS) 47
Luce (TCS) PD6-1
Mackinac (TCS) PD6-2
Macomb (OL) 50
Manistee 51
Marquette 52
Mason 53
Mecosta PD18-1
Menominee 55
Midland 56
Monroe 58
Montmorency 60
Muskegon 61
Newaygo 62
Oceana 64
Ogemaw 65
Osceola PD18-2
Oscoda 68
Otsego 69
Presque Isle 71
Roscommon 72
St. Clair 74
Sanilac  76
Schoolcraft (TCS) PD5-2
Shiawassee 78
Tuscola 79
Van Buren 80
Wexford 83

  



  Conversion to JIS is pending. (Rev 08/04/04 SCAO)
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MICHIGAN TRIAL COURTS--AUTOMATION PROVIDERS (By location)

PROVIDER DISTRICT No. CIRCUIT No. PROBATE M & E No. JUVENILE No.

IN-HOUSE/COUNTY

# of Locations:

District 11                
Circuit 13                
Probate  4                

28                

Berrien 5
Detroit  36
Novi 52-1
Clarkston 52-2
Rochester 52-3
Troy 52-4
Eaton 56A
Ottawa 58
Grand Rapids 61
Genesee 67
Saginaw 70

Berrien 2
Wayne 3
Wayne-Criminal Div 3
Oakland 6
Kalamazoo 9
Saginaw 10
Baraga 12-1
Antrim 13-1
Grand Traverse 13-2
Leelanau 13-3
Macomb 16
Ottawa 20
Charlevoix 33

Berrien 11
Oakland 63
Saginaw 73
St. Joseph 75

Berrien 11
Kalamazoo 39
Leelanau 45
Oakland 63
Ottawa 70
Saginaw 73
Wayne 82

JMS

# of Locations:

District 29                
Circuit 3                
Probate  0                

32                

St. Joseph 3B
Wayne 29
Roseville/Fraser 39
Kentwood 62B
Bay  74
Newaygo 78-1
Lake 79-2
Clare 80-1
Gladwin 80-2
Alcona 81-1
Arenac 81-2
Iosco 81-3
Oscoda 81-4
Ogemaw 82
Roscommon 83
Missaukee 84-1
Wexford 84-2
Benzie 85-1
Manistee 85-2
Antrim 86-1
Grand Traverse 86-2
Leelanau 86-3
Kalkaska 87-1
Otsego  87-2
Crawford 87-3
Cheboygan 89-1
Presque Isle 89-2
Charlevoix 90-1
Chippewa 91

St. Joseph 45
Chippewa 50
Lake 51-1

QUAD TRAN

# of Locations:

District 11                

Dearborn 19
Dearborn Hts 20
Romulus 34
Warren 37
Romeo 42-1
New Baltimore 42-2
Hazel Park 43-2
Madison Hts 43-3
Lansing 54A
Grandville 59
Walker 59

ACCU COMP

# of Locations:

Circuit 2                

Missaukee 28-1
Wexford 28-2

HENSCHEN

# of Locations:

(Juvenile 1)               

Livingston (JIS-TCS ) 47



MICHIGAN TRIAL COURTS--AUTOMATION PROVIDERS (By location)

PROVIDER DISTRICT No. CIRCUIT No. PROBATE M & E No. JUVENILE No.

  Conversion to JIS is pending. (Rev 08/04/04 SCAO)
3

MANATRON

# of Locations:

District 2                
Circuit  2                

4                

Delta 94
Houghton 97-2

Delta 47
Houghton 12-2

CSI (COURT
SPECIALISTS, INC)

# of Locations:

District 3                
Circuit 1                
Probate   1                

5                

Washtenaw 14A
Ypsilanti 14B
Ann Arbor 15

Washtenaw 22 Washtenaw 81 Washtenaw 81

CCI-MAXIMUS

# of Locations:

District 1                
Circuit 2                
Probate  4                

7                

Ingham 55 Kent 17
Ingham 30

Ingham 33
Kent 41
Monroe 58
Wayne 82

Ingham 33
Kent 41

VATRIX

# of Locations:

Circuit 1                
Probate  4                

5                

Gogebic 32-1 Delta 21
Gogebic 27
Houghton 31
Ontonagon 66

Delta 21
Gogebic 27
Houghton 31
Ontonagon 66

INFO MATTERS
(No automation)

# of Locations:

Circuit 1                
Probate  1                

2                

Montcalm 8-2
    

Montcalm 59 Montcalm 59

MANUAL
(No automation)

# of Locations:

District 2                
Circuit 2                
Probate  3                

7                

Baraga 97-1
Keweenaw 97-3

Keweenaw 12-3
Ontonagon 32-2

Baraga 7
Keweenaw 42
Missaukee 57

Baraga 7
Keweenaw 42
Missaukee 57
St. Joseph 75

TOTAL

# of Locations:

District 152               
Circuit 84               
Probate   83               

319               

This list was compiled by the State Court Administrative Office.  Corrections or updates should be sent to Dan Voss, (517)373-2106, vossd@courts.mi.gov,
State Court Administrative Office, P.O. Box 30048, Lansing, Michigan, 48909.



MICHIGAN TRIAL COURTS (By County) 
Automation Providers

DISTRICT CIRCUIT PROBATE MENTAL & ESTATES JUVENILE
County Names Reg   I.D. Provider I.D. Provider I.D. Provider Provider

4 Conversion to JIS is pending. 4 (Rev 08/04/04 SCAO)

Alcona County   3 D81-1 JMS C23-1 JIS P01 JIS JIS
Alger County 4 D93-1 JIS C11-1 JIS-TCS PD5-1 JIS-TCS JIS-TCS
Allegan County   2 D57 JIS C48 JIS P03 JIS JIS
Alpena County   4 D88-1 JIS C26-1 JIS P04 JIS JIS
Antrim County 4 D86-1 JMS C13-1 County P05 JIS JIS
Arenac County   3 D81-2 JMS C23-2 JIS P06 JIS JIS
Baraga County 4 D97-1 Manual C12-1 In-house P07 Manual (JIS Reports) Manual
Barry County   2 D56B JIS C05 JIS P08 JIS JIS
Bay County   3 D74 JMS C18 JIS P09 JIS JIS
Benzie County 4 D85-1 JMS C19-1 JIS P10 JIS JIS
Berrien County   2 D05 County C02 County P11 County County
Branch County   2 D03A JIS C15 JIS P12 JIS JIS
Calhoun County   2 D10 JIS C37 JIS-TCS P13 JIS-TCS JIS-TCS
Cass County   2 D04 JIS C43 JIS P14 JIS JIS
Charlevoix County 4 D90-1 JMS C33 County PD7-1 JIS JIS
Cheboygan County 4 D89-1 JMS C53-1 JIS P16 JIS JIS
Chippewa County   4 D91 JMS C50 JMS P17 JIS JIS
Clare County 3 D80-1 JMS C55-1 JIS PD17-1 JIS JIS
Clinton County   3 D65A JIS C29-1 JIS P19 JIS JIS
Crawford County    4 D87-3 JMS C46-1 JIS P20 JIS JIS
Delta County 4 D94 Manatron C47 Manatron P21 Vatrix Vatrix
Dickinson County 4 D95B-1 JIS C41-1 JIS P22 JIS JIS
Eaton County   2 D56A County C56 JIS P23 JIS JIS
Emmet County 4 D90-2 JIS C57 JIS PD7-2 JIS JIS
Genesee County   1 D67 County C07 JIS P25 JIS JIS

Flint 1 D68 JIS
Gladwin County   3 D80-2 JMS C55-2 JIS PD17-2 JIS JIS
Gogebic County 4 C32-1 Vatrix P27 Vatrix Vatrix

Bessemer 4 D98-1 JIS
Ironwood 4 D98-1 JIS

Grand Traverse County 4 D86-2 JMS C13-2 County P28 JIS JIS
Gratiot County   3 C29-2 JIS P29 JIS JIS

Alma 3 D65B JIS
Ithaca 3 D65B JIS

Hillsdale County   2 D02B JIS- C01 JIS P30 JIS JIS
Houghton County 4 D97-2 Manatron C12-1 Manatron P31 Vatrix Vatrix
Huron County   3 D73B JIS C52 JIS P32 JIS JIS
Ingham County   2 D55 CCI-Maximus C30 CCI-Maximus P33 CCI-Maximus CCI-Maximus

Lansing 2 D54A Quad Tran
East Lansing 2 D54B JIS

Ionia County   3 D64A JIS C08-1 JIS-TCS P34 JIS-TCS JIS-TCS
Iosco County   3 D81-3 JMS C23-3 JIS P35 JIS JIS
Iron County 4 D95B-2 JIS C41-2 JIS P36 JIS JIS
Isabella County   3 D76 JIS C21 JIS (TCS) P37 JIS (TCS) JIS (TCS)
Jackson County   2 D12 JIS C04 JIS P38 JIS JIS
Kalamazoo County   2 C09 County P39 JIS County

Kalamazoo-North 2 D08 JIS
Kalamazoo-Central 2 D08 JIS
Portage 2 D08 JIS

Kalkaska County   4 D87-1 JMS C46-2 JIS P40 JIS JIS
Kent County   2 D63 JIS C17 CCI-Maximus P41 CCI-Maximus CCI-Maximus

Grandville, Walker 2 D59 Quad Tran
Grand Rapids 2 D61 In-house
Wyoming 2 D62A JIS-OL
Kentwood 2 D62B JMS

Keweenaw County 4 D97-3 Manual C12-2 Manual P42 Manual (JIS Reports) Manual (JIS Reports)
Lake County 3 D79-2 JMS C51-1 JMS P43 JIS JIS
Lapeer County   3 D71A JIS C40 JIS P44 JIS JIS
Leelanau County 4 D86-3 JMS C13-3 County P45 JIS In-house
Lenawee County   2 D02A JIS C39 JIS P46 JIS JIS
Livingston County   2 C44 JIS P47 JIS-TCS JIS (TCS)   
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Brighton 2 D53 JIS
Howell 2 D53 JIS

Luce County 4 D92-1 JIS C11-2 JIS-TCS PD6-1 JIS-TCS JIS-TCS
Mackinac County 4 D92-2 JIS C11-3 JIS-TCS PD6-2 JIS-TCS JIS-TCS
Macomb County   1 D42-1/2 Quad Tran C16 County P50 JIS-OL JIS-OL

Warren, etc. 1 D37 Quad Tran
Roseville 1 D39 JMS
Fraser 1 D39 JMS
St. Clair Shores 1 D40 JIS
Sterling Heights 1 D41A-1 JIS
Shelby Twp 1 D41A-2 JIS
Mt. Clemens 1 D41B-1 JIS
Clinton Twp 1 D41B-2 JIS-OL
Eastpointe Mun (D38) 1 M01 JIS-OL

Manistee County 4 D85-2 JMS C19-2 JIS P51 JIS JIS
Marquette County   4 C25 JIS P52 JIS JIS

Ishpeming   4 D96 JIS
Marquette   4 D96 JIS

Mason County   3 D79-1 JIS C51-2 JIS P53 JIS JIS
Mecosta County   3 D77-1 JIS C49-1 JIS PD18-1 JIS JIS
Menominee County 4 D95A JIS C41-3 JIS P55 JIS JIS
Midland County   3 D75 JIS C42 JIS P56 JIS JIS
Missaukee County 4 D84-1 JMS1 C28-1 AccuComp P57 Manual (JIS Reports) Manual
Monroe County   1 C38 JIS P58 CCI-Maximus JIS

Erie 1 D01 JIS
Monroe 1 D01 JIS

Montcalm County   3 D64B JIS C08-2 InfoMatters P59 InfoMatters InfoMatters
Montmorency County   4 D88-2 JIS C26-2 JIS P60 JIS JIS
Muskegon County   2 D60 JIS C14 JIS P61 JIS JIS
Newaygo County   3 D78-2 JMS C27-1 JIS P62 JIS JIS
Oakland County 1 D52-all County C06 County P63 County County

Ferndale 1 D43-1 JIS
Hazel Prk,  Madison Hts 1 D43-2 Quad Tran
Royal Oak 1 D44 JIS
Berkley 1 D45A JIS
Oak Park 1 D45B JIS
Southfield 1 D46 JIS
Farmington 1 D47 JIS
Bloomfield 1 D48 JIS
Pontiac 1 D50 JIS
Waterford 1 D51 JIS

Oceana County 3 D78-1 JIS C27-2 JIS P64 JIS JIS
Ogemaw County 3 D82 JMS C34-1 JIS P65 JIS JIS
Ontonagon County 4 D98-2 JIS C32-2 Manual P66 Vatrix Vatrix
Osceola County   3 D77-2 JIS C49-2 JIS PD18-2 JIS JIS
Oscoda County   3 D81-4 JMS C23-4 JIS P68 JIS JIS
Otsego County   4 D87-2 JMS C46-3 JIS P69 JIS JIS
Ottawa County   2 D58 County C20 County P70 JIS County
Presque Isle County 4 D89-2 JMS C53-2 JIS P71 JIS JIS
Roscommon County 3 D83 JMS C34-2 JIS P72 JIS JIS
Saginaw County   3 D70 County C10 County P73 County County
St. Clair County 1 C31 JIS P74 JIS JIS

Marine City 1 D72 JIS
Port Huron 1 D72 JIS

St. Joseph County 2 D03B JMS C45 JMS P75 In-house Manual
Sanilac County   3 D73A JIS C24 JIS P76 JIS JIS
Schoolcraft County 4 D93-2 JIS C11-4 JIS-TCS PD5-2 JIS-TCS JIS-TCS
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Shiawassee County   3 D66 JIS C35 JIS P78 JIS JIS
Tuscola County   3 D71B JIS C54 JIS P79 JIS JIS
Van Buren County   2 C36 JIS P80 JIS JIS

Paw Paw 2 D07 JIS
South Haven 2 D07 JIS

Washtenaw County   1 D14A CSI C22 CSI P81 CSI CSI
Ypsilanti Twp 1 D14B CSI
Ann Arbor 1 D15 CSI

Wayne County   1 C03 County (JIS-SOS) P82 County County
Circuit-Criminal Div. 1 C03-CD County
Livonia 1 D16 JIS     
Redford Twp 1 D17 JIS
Westland 1 D18 JIS
Dearborn 1 D19 Quad Tran
Dearborn Hts 1 D20 Quad Tran
Garden City 1 D21 JIS-OL
Inkster 1 D22 JIS-OL
Taylor 1 D23 JIS
Allen Park 1 D24 JIS
Lincoln Park 1 D25 JIS
River Rouge 1 D26-1 JIS
Ecorse 1 D26-2 JIS
Wyandotte 1 D27 JIS
Southgate 1 D28 JIS
Wayne 1 D29 JMS
Highland Park 1 D30 JIS-OL
Hamtramck 1 D31 JIS-OL
Harper Woods 1 D32A JIS
Woodhaven 1 D33 JIS
Romulus 1 D34 Quad Tran
Plymouth 1 D35 JIS
Detroit 1 D36 Court 
Gross Pointe Municipal 1 M02 JIS-OL
GP Farms Mun 1 M03 JIS-OL
GP Park Mun 1 M04 JIS-OL
GP Woods Mun 1 M05 JIS

Wexford County 4 D84-2 JMS2 C28-2 AccuComp P83 JIS JIS

JIS Judicial Information Systems, SCAO
JIS-TCS   Judicial Information Systems-Trial Court System, SCAO

Vendors: AccuComp
CCI-Maximus
Henschen & Associates
InfoMatters
JMS, Judicial Management Systems
Manatron
Quad Tran
CSI (Formerly Vanguard)
Vatrix

This list was compiled by the State Court Administrative Office.  Corrections or updates should be sent to Dan Voss, (517)373-2106,  vossd@courts.mi.gov,
State Court Administrative Office, P.O. Box 30048, Lansing, Michigan, 48909.




